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APPENDIX I:

COMMENT RESPONSE DOCUMENT

This Comment Response Document (CRD) is organized into four main sections as
follows. (1) Section I.1 describes the public comment process for the Draft Uranium Leasing
Program Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement (Draft ULP PEIS ), the procedure for
managing and responding to the comments received for the Draft ULP PEIS, and a list of the
dates and locations of the public hearings (see Table I.1-1). (2) Section 1.2 summarizes the
changes made to the ULP PEIS. (3) Section 1.3 summarizes the topics of general interest
associated with the PEIS as gleaned from the public comments received. (4) Section 1.4 provides
a compilation of all comment documents received and responses to the comments identified
within each comment document.

1.1 PUBLIC COMMENT PROCESS

A Notice of Availability (NOA) for the Draft ULP PEIS was published in the Federal
Register on March 15, 2013 (78 FR 16483), and this began a 60-day public comment period that
was to end on May 16, 2013. This comment period was later extended to May 31, 2013
(78 FR 23926), and it was subsequently re-opened on June 3, 2013 (78 FR 33090), with a closing
date of July 1, 2013. The public comment period, including the extension and the re-opening,
lasted 109 days. All comments received on the Draft ULP PEIS were considered in the
preparation of the ULP PEIS and are presented in Section 1.4.

An important part of the National Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) process involves
giving the public the opportunity to provide input and comments on a Draft PEIS for
consideration in the preparation of a Final PEIS. DOE issued the Draft ULP PEIS for review and
comment by other Federal agencies, states, American Indian tribal governments, local
governments, and the public. DOE distributed copies to those organizations and government
officials known to have an interest in the PEIS and to those organizations and individuals who
requested a copy. Copies were also made available on the project web site
(http://www.ulpeis.anl.gov/), the DOE NEPA web site (http://energy.gov/nepa/), and in regional
DOE public document reading rooms and public libraries. Announcements indicating the
availability of the Draft ULP PEIS and the dates and times of the public hearings were published
in local newspapers.

Each of the public hearings started with an open house that lasted about half an hour,
with posters that explained the NEPA process and the alternatives and evaluations presented in
the ULP PEIS. Copies of the Summary document and presentation were also made available
to the public. Subject matter experts were on hand to answer any questions the public may have
had as they viewed the poster display.

After the open house, DOE gave an overview of the Draft ULP PEIS, and attendees were
given an opportunity to provide oral and written comments. Each oral comment presentation,

I-1 March 2014



01N DN WD

Final ULP PEIS Appendix 1: Comment Response Document

recorded by a court reporter as part of the hearing transcript, was considered as a comment
document. Written comments submitted by individuals during the hearings were likewise
considered to be comment documents. The transcripts for the four hearings are posted on the
project web site.

DOE received a total of 258 comment documents, which accounted for approximately
1,200 individual comments. Of the 258 comment records received, 18 were from organizations
or Federal or state agencies and 240 were from private citizens. Written comments were received
via letter, email, or through submission of a comment form provided at the public hearings or on
the project web site. Oral comments are included in transcripts documenting each of the public
hearings held on the Draft ULP PEIS (as listed in Table I.1-1).

Comment documents received were assigned a distinct identifier consisting of an
alphabet prefix and a number. Comment documents that were received as letters were assigned a
prefix of “L”; e-mails received an “E”; web comments got a “W”’; and oral comments at public
meetings were given a “T.” All comment documents received on the Draft ULP PEIS were
reviewed, and individual comments identified from each comment document were given a
distinct comment number. For example, if the comment letter that was assigned the number 1
had three comments identified, then the comments were given identifiers of L1-1, L1-2, and
L1-3, respectively.

Comments were reviewed and responses were prepared by policy experts, technical
subject matter experts, and NEPA experts. Comments were evaluated to determine whether
additional or corrected information was needed and whether additional or revised text would
clarify the information being conveyed. Sections that were revised to provide additional
information or clarification are indicated in the responses.

1.2 SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO THE DRAFT PEIS

This PEIS contains two new appendices including this one. Appendix E presents the
biological assessment (BA) prepared for consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
(USFWS) and the biological opinion (BO) that was issued by the USFWS. Appendix E had
previously presented species accounts for species listed under the Endangered Species Act, and it

TABLE 1.1-1 Draft ULP PEIS Public
Hearing Locations in Colorado, Dates, and

Attendance
Location Date Attendance
Grand Junction  April 22, 2013 52
Montrose April 23, 2013 40
Telluride April 24, 2013 54
Naturita April 25, 2013 22
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is now material that is also discussed in the BA or Section 4.3.6.4. Appendix I (this appendix)
presents the comment response document or CRD. This appendix contains a discussion of the
public participation process conducted for the Draft ULP PEIS, a discussion on topics of interest
gleaned from the public comments received on the Draft ULP PEIS, and the comments received
with the corresponding responses.

In addition to the two new appendices, other changes were made to the ULP PEIS as a
result of comments received to clarify, add to, or correct the information that was presented in
the Draft ULP PEIS. Revisions made to the Draft ULP PEIS to prepare this Final ULP PEIS are
identified with a line on the right margin of the pages. However, this same approach
(i.e., providing lines on the right margin of the pages) to indicate new material was not done for
the two new appendices; instead, the reader is informed of this in the introductory text for the
given appendices. Below is a summary of the other changes made from the Draft to Final PEIS:

* Inresponse to comments, additional site-specific information about past
operations on the lease tracts was added (see Section 1.3)

» Text describing the Purpose and Need for agency action (see Section 1.4) was
clarified.

» Additional site-specific information available after the draft was issued was
incorporated into the analysis (see Section 4.3.5). The source documents were
cited and added to the reference list (see Chapter 8). No substantive changes
to the PEIS analysis resulted from the additional site-specific information.

» Text was added to require, at a minimum, an Environmental Assessment to be
completed before approval of any mining plan (see Section 1.7). This revision
was made in response to public concerns that a National Environmental Policy
Act (NEPA) review with public participation would not be completed as
future mine plans are being considered.

* The Final Biological Assessment and the Biological Opinion for the
Endangered Species Act or ESA consultation were completed after the Draft
PEIS was issued, and hence, were added to Final PEIS in an appendix (see
Appendix E) along with pertinent information from these documents.

» Text was revised to provide clarifications on technical discussions pertaining
to human health, surface water, and cultural resource protection, based on
discussion with the EPA and BLM in their capacity as cooperators.

» Text was added describing the development of a Programmatic Agreement or
PA to manage the process for evaluating and protecting cultural resources that
could be impacted by the ULP (see Chapter 6). The PA is under development
and will be completed before the ROD for the ULP PEIS.
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1 L3 TOPICS OF INTEREST
2
3 DOE has identified nine topics of interest based on the comments that were most
4 frequently received and/or the comments that indicated a broad public concern. These topics are
5 summarized in the list that follows and discussed in the text that comes after it. The order in
6 which topics are presented and discussed here does not indicate importance of one topic over
7 another.
8
9 » PEIS analyses need to be more site-specific and more robust in scope.
10 Assumptions used need to be supported with citations.
11
12 * Support Alternative 1, which states that DOE would terminate all leases, and
13 all operations would be reclaimed by lessees. DOE would continue to manage
14 the withdrawn lands, without uranium leasing, in accordance with applicable
15 requirements.
16
17 » Support Alternative 4, which is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in the
18 ULP PEIS. Under Alternative 4, DOE would continue the ULP with the
19 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period.
20
21 * Concern for NEPA-related issues, such as the appropriateness and adequacy
22 of the purpose and need described in the ULP PEIS; the adequacy of the range
23 of alternatives presented and evaluated; and the need for more specific
24 information to assure that appropriate follow-on NEPA reviews will be
25 conducted as specific mine plans are submitted for DOE approval.
26
27 » Reclaim and clean up previously mined sites; conduct reclamation of mined
28 locations during long periods of inactivity.
29
30 * Maintain mined uranium ore from the ULP lease tracts as a domestic supply.
31
32 * Use the ULP lease tracts for generating renewable energy instead of uranium
33 ore production.
34
35 * Although a long list of mitigation measures is presented in the ULP PEIS,
36 some are inadequate, and additional measures need to be included. The ULP
37 PEIS lacks a discussion on the effectiveness of the measures presented. It is
38 also not clear if some of these measures would be required and how they
39 would be implemented.
40
41 * The cumulative impacts analysis does not cover enough area and does not
42 address some projects in the region of cumulative impacts, such as the oil and
43 gas wells present in the area. The conclusions or determinations of negligible
44 to minor potential cumulative impacts need to be re-evaluated.
45
46
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1.3.1 PEIS analyses need to be more site-specific and more robust in scope. Assumptions
used need to be supported with citations.

Topic Summary

Commenters said that the analyses performed in the PEIS to estimate the impacts of the
program were inadequate. Many commenters asserted that the assumptions made to support the
analysis are arbitrary and not supported by citations. Commenters requested that more site-
specific data be included and evaluated so that conclusions presented can better support site-
specific decisions.

Many commenters were specifically concerned about the adequacy of the evaluations of
the impacts on human health, air quality, noise, water quality and water supply, endangered
species, socioeconomics, and transportation. Specifically, the concerns expressed were the
following: (1) human health impacts from exposure to potentially uranium-contaminated
“red-colored” dust some 50 or so mi (about 80 km) away from the ULP lease tracts; (2) climate
change impacts; (3) the Colorado River Basin and the impacts of the proposed action on water
quantity, water quality, and endangered Colorado River fish species; and (4) impacts on the
recreational activities that many people in the area enjoy, and the effects from a boom-and-bust
economy that might be created by the proposed action.

Discussion

The evaluations conducted for the PEIS were based on site-specific information (see
Section 1.3 for a summary of this information). The information is adequate to support the
alternatives evaluated and for making fully informed decisions relative to any of the alternatives.
Although site-specific information for future mines is not available until the lessees submit
specific mine plans, information is available from past mining activities (e.g., cultural resources,
threatened and endangered species, waste-rock and ore characteristics, and transportation
practices and routes) and is sufficient for supporting the analyses of potential impacts from future
mining activities for the five alternatives, including a thorough cumulative effects analysis.

The results of the evaluation (which incorporate site-specific information) are discussed
in detail in Chapter 4 and summarized in Sections 2.4.2 to 2.4.13 and Tables 2.4-4 to 2.4-9). The
PEIS was revised to add citations where necessary to indicate the sources for information used in
the PEIS analyses, including the sources consulted for developing the assumptions that were
used.

The human health analysis of the inhalation of dust pathway addressed potential impacts
from dust that could originate from the lease tracts. The analysis took into account the emission
potential and wind direction. This analysis (discussed in Section 4.3.5.3) indicates that inhalation
of dust is not a significant pathway and does not pose a health concern; that is, the potential
cancer risk to an individual in Telluride would be much lower than 1 x 10-6/yr, based on the
estimates of risks presented in the PEIS, at a distance of 3.1 mi (5,000 m) from the lease tracts
and the much longer distance (greater than 3.1 mi [5,000 m]) from the lease tracts to Telluride.
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Climate change was evaluated in the PEIS (see Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and
4.5.1) in terms of greenhouse gases (GHGs) generated by the ULP proposed action for the five
alternatives, respectively. The results indicate that under all alternatives, the maximum potential
GHG emissions attributable to the ULP would be small. For perspective, ULP GHG emissions
would comprise a very small percentage of both Colorado and U.S. GHGs generated (up to
0.03% and 0.0005%, respectively). U.S. GHG emissions account for about one-fifth of global
GHG emissions, and GHG emissions from the ULP proposed action would contribute up to
about 0.0001% more. The amount of GHGs generated is generally used as a measure of the
potential impacts on climate change. ULP operations followed by power generation at nuclear
power plants would result in considerably smaller amounts of criteria and toxic air pollutants and
GHG emissions than would otherwise be released from fossil power plants. The text in the PEIS
has been revised (see the same sections mentioned previously) to explain further how potential
impacts from climate change were determined for the PEIS and what the results mean.

The evaluation of potential transportation impacts presented in this PEIS was done in
consultation with the Colorado Department of Transportations as reflected in Chapter 4 (see
Section 4.3.10 and Table 4.6-1).

The potential impacts to water depletion in the Upper Colorado watershed are evaluated
in this PEIS; and DOE has consulted with the USFWS with regards to how this water depletion
would potentially impact the Colorado four endangered fish species. PEIS text has been revised
to be consistent with the BA and BO (see Appendix E and Section 4.3.6.4).

DOE has initiated programmatic consultation, in compliance with Section 106 of the
NHPA, concerning DOE’s management of the ULP. Section 106 of the NHPA requires Federal
agencies to consider the effect of their undertakings on historic properties and to consult with the
appropriate SHPO, American Council on Historic Preservation (ACHP), and other parties that
have an interest in the effects of the undertaking on historic properties. For the ULP, per the
procedure that has historically been and is currently still being carried out, DOE has addressed
consultation through the BLM and the lessees on specific undertakings when ULP
activities/plans have been proposed. However, since the NHPA allows for the utilization of a
programmatic agreement (PA) to govern large or complex projects, and since PAs can be used
when effects on historic properties are expected to be similar and repetitive or regional in scope
or when these effects cannot be fully determined prior to approval of an undertaking, DOE has
initiated the development of a PA for the ULP. DOE initiated discussion with the BLM and the
Colorado SHPO on May 30, 2013. The PA will be revised to address input and review from the
consulting parties, and then routed to the responsive parties for concurrence. DOE-LM plans to
have the PA in place before issuance of the ULP PEIS ROD.

See also Section 1.3.2 for a discussion regarding the concern about the potential for
creating a boom-and-bust economy from uranium mining in the area.
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1.3.2 Support Alternative 1, which states that DOE would terminate all leases, and all
operations would be reclaimed by lessees. DOE would continue to manage the
withdrawn lands, without uranium leasing, in accordance with applicable
requirements.

Topic Summary

Commenters requested that the ULP be terminated and that lessees be required to reclaim
their operations on their respective lease tracts. Commenters cited concerns over natural
resources, cultural resources, human health, transportation, and visual impacts of uranium
mining in Colorado for Alternatives 3, 4, and 5.

Many commenters noted that uranium mining is hazardous for human health and the
environment. They identified concerns about the radioactivity of waste rock piles and the safety
of workers and nearby residents. They also noted that mining is harmful to the environment,
likely to adversely affect air and water quality, and may disturb cultural resources. A few
commenters also noted that mining conflicted with multiple use policies and should not take
place on public lands.

They also noted that mining for uranium creates a boom-and-bust economic cycle and
that it would be preferable to promote economic growth based on more sustainable resources
(e.g., encourage tourism-based economic growth by promoting natural resources and aesthetics).
Some other commenters expressed concerns about potential increases in traffic, noise, dust, and
the carbon footprint.

Finally, some commenters asserted that additional uranium mining was unnecessary
because the United States already has a robust supply of uranium and is able to import
inexpensive uranium from countries like Canada and Australia.

Discussion

DOE has evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives to meet the purpose and need
discussed in Section 1.4. After carefully considering all public comments and the results of the
PEIS evaluation, DOE has retained Alternative 4 as the preferred alternative in this PEIS. See the
detailed discussion regarding the purpose and need in Section 1.3.4 that follows.

The PEIS evaluation for potential impacts from the five alternatives as discussed in
Chapter 4 (the impacts are also summarized in Section 2.4) concludes that potential impacts on
the resource areas (including natural resources, cultural resources, human health, transportation,
and visual impacts) evaluated for the five alternatives generally would be negligible to moderate
and could be further minimized by implementing the compliance and mitigation measures and/or
best management practices (BMPs) described in Section 4.6 and Table 4.6-1. All three phases of
mining (exploration, mine development and operations, and reclamation) were evaluated for
Alternatives 3, 4, and 5, while only reclamation was evaluated for Alternatives 1 and 2, since
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these two alternatives do not include continued future uranium mining. See also discussion in
Section 1.3.1.

With regard to concerns about boom-and-bust economic cycles, the large-scale
development of uranium resources in the three-county area could mean the in-migration of
workers and their families from outside the region, producing a boom-and-bust scenario with
rapid growth in the population and economy, followed by equally rapid economic contraction,
unemployment, and out-migration. However, it is likely that all workers required for the mining
and reclamation activities analyzed in the PEIS would come from within the three-county area.
Thus, with no demographic impacts likely to occur, given the relatively small scale of
development under each of the alternatives, no boom-and-bust scenario would be likely to affect
either low-income and minority populations or the general population. In addition there is no
evidence to suggest that activities under the proposed ULP would have a negative effect on
recreation tourism.

1.3.3 Support Alternative 4, which is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in the ULP
PEIS. Under Alternative 4, DOE would continue the ULP with the 31 lease tracts for
the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period.

Topic Summary

Many commenters voiced support for Alternative 4, under which DOE would continue
the ULP with the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period.
DOE identified Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative. Commenters cited their support of
uranium mining and the need to secure uranium resources. They also said that the jobs created by
the mining industry were beneficial to the region and its inhabitants. They noted their support for
the PEIS procedures and noted that the environmental impact analysis was robust. These
commenters said that the uranium mining was safe and had a low environmental impact and that
the lessees were good stewards of the environment. They mentioned that it would be preferable
to mine uranium in the United States, where environmental regulations are stringent and
enforced. Finally, they noted that nuclear energy is an important source of domestic energy
production.

Discussion

DOE has carefully considered all public comments and the results of the ULP PEIS
evaluation and has identified Alternative 4 as its preferred alternative in this ULP PEIS. The
potential impacts discussed in Chapter 4 are summarized in Sections 2.4.1 to 2.4.13 and in
Tables 2.4-4 to 2.4-9. See also the discussion in Section 1.3.1. DOE believes that uranium mining
activities at the ULP lease tracts can continue to be conducted in a manner protective of the
environment and public health, as supported by the ULP PEIS analyses and results obtained. For
Alternative 4, mine development and operations could create about 229 direct jobs and
152 indirect jobs, generating about $14.8 million in income. Average unemployment for Mesa,
Montrose, and San Miguel Counties for 2011 was reported to be about 10.3%, 11%, and 7.6%,
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respectively (see Section 3.8.1.1). See also the discussion in Section 1.3.4 that follows regarding
concerns about the purpose and need discussed in Section 1.4 of the ULP PEIS.

1.3.4 Concern for NEPA-related issues, such as the appropriateness and adequacy of the
purpose and need described in the ULP PEIS; the adequacy of the range of
alternatives presented and evaluated; and the need for more specific information to
assure that appropriate follow-on NEPA reviews will be conducted as specific mine
plans are submitted for DOE approval.

Topic Summary

Many commenters identified NEPA issues in their submissions. Many commenters said
that the purpose and need as identified in the PEIS was inadequate. For example, some
commenters noted that DOE had oversimplified the Purpose and Need Statement, and, as such,
the alternatives identified in the PEIS were not in compliance with Congressional legislation.
Some commenters stated that the purpose and need requires an expansion of the scope of the
PEIS. Other commenters noted that the alternatives identified in the PEIS did not support the
Purpose and Need Statement or that the Purpose and Need Statement was inappropriate. For
example, one commenter noted that the Purpose and Need Statement inappropriately focuses on
the need to develop these reserves rather than on an analysis of whether it is the prudent time to
develop these reserves. Commenters requested that the Purpose and Need Statement be clarified
in the Final ULP PEIS.

Many other commenters mentioned that the alternatives identified in the ULP PEIS were
inadequate. For example, some commenters requested that a reclamation alternative, in which
the ULP is terminated and all disturbed areas are reclaimed, be added to the ULP PEIS. Other
commenters requested that an alternative that would keep the uranium ore in place until demand
is evident be included in the ULP PEIS. This alternative would call for current uranium demand
and prices, as well as projections of future uranium demand and prices, to be considered in
determining the number of lease tracts that are developed. Commenters requested that these
alternatives be included in the Final ULP PEIS.

Some commenters said that the ULP PEIS fails to satisfy NEPA because additional
follow-on NEPA review will not be required for future actions on the ULP lease tracts due to the
categorical exclusions provided under the program. To protect Federal lands, these commenters
requested that further NEPA reviews, or, at a minimum, an environmental assessment (EA), be
performed for future action on the lease tracts. Commenters said that that site-specific data
should be used to document the condition of the sites and the cumulative impacts of the program
and that future NEPA reviews consider a detailed analysis of the site-specific conditions and
foreseeable activities.

Other commenters voiced concerns about public participation in the ULP PEIS process.
Some commenters said that the public was not given sufficient time to comment on the PEIS
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documents. Many commenters requested that the PEIS be re-done and re-released with these
issues addressed.

Discussion

DOE does not agree with the comments alleging that the purpose and need for the
proposed action requires expansion of the scope of the PEIS. As explained in PEIS Section 1.4,
“Purpose and Need for Agency Action,” the underlying purpose and need for agency action was
established by the U.S. Congress in two provisions of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA):

42 U.S.C. § 2096, which authorized and directed DOE, among other things, to develop a supply
of domestic uranium; and 42 U.S.C. § 2097, which authorized DOE “to issue leases or permits
for prospecting for, exploration for, mining of, or removal of deposits of source material
[including uranium ore] in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE deems
necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA.”

PEIS Section 1.4 follows the language of the second of those two AEA provisions
(42 U.S.C. § 2097) when it states that in support of those provisions, “DOE needs to determine
the future course of the ULP, including whether to continue leasing some or all of DOE’s
withdrawn lands and other claims . . . for the exploration and production of uranium and
vanadium ores.” PEIS Section 1.6, “Scope of This Draft PEIS,” therefore describes the scope of
its analysis as the evaluation of the five alternatives for managing the ULP, and the evaluation of
“the three mining phases associated with the underground and surface open-pit mining methods,”
which “are the exploration phase, mine development and operations phase, and reclamation
phases.” Therefore, the AEA provisions support the present scope of the ULP PEIS, and do not
require that the scope be expanded beyond the ULP to analyze the entire nuclear fuel cycle.
Further, no DOE decision to be based on this PEIS would change the nation’s use of nuclear
fuels, including use of nuclear power reactors and management of associated radioactive
materials. These and other aspects of the back end of the nuclear fuel cycle are the subject of
numerous other NEPA reviews, including many EISs prepared by the Nuclear Regulatory
Commission.

The DPEIS’s Purpose and Need section, in addition to citing the AEA, also cited the
Energy Policy Act of 2005, Public Law 109-58 (EPACT), and stated that EPACT “emphasized
the reestablishment of nuclear power (Sections 601 through 657).” Comments received alleges
that the DPEIS thereby expanded the purpose of the proposed action “through a suggestion that
the 2005 Energy Policy Act calls for more nuclear energy,” and that the scope should be
expanded to include the nuclear fuel cycle for that reason. It was not DOE’s intent to make that
suggestion in the DPEIS. The cited EPACT sections 601 through 657 constitute EPACT’s
Title VI, entitled “Nuclear Matters,” which addressed various nuclear matters and amended
several sections of the AEA. However, EPACT’s Title VI did not “call for more nuclear energy,”
or amend the two provisions of the AEA that the DPEIS cited in the beginning of its Purpose and
Need Section: 42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097. In order to avoid any confusion regarding the
interpretation of the DPEIS’s references to EPAct, DOE has amended the Purpose and Need
section of this PEIS, in Section 1.4, to explain that Congress expressed, in EPAct, a continued
commitment to “decreasing the dependence of the United States on foreign energy supplies”
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(42 U.S.C. 16181(a)(3)); and to “[e]nhancing nuclear power’s viability as part of the

United States energy portfolio” (42 U.S.C. §16271 (a)(1). The development of a supply of
domestic uranium supports the provisions of the AEA and the EPAct. However, the development
of a supply of domestic uranium is separate and distinct from the future utilization of nuclear
energy during the entire nuclear fuel cycle. The ULP is related to uranium supply, rather than to
future use, which is dependent upon the exact level of future demand for nuclear energy and is
therefore uncertain and speculative. The development of a domestic uranium supply, as
authorized and directed by Congress in the AEA, enables DOE to support future demand that is
uncertain at the present time, whatever its exact level may turn out to be in the future.

Alternative 1 evaluated in the Draft PEIS does provide a localized, in depth analysis—
this alternative involves the termination of the leases with reclamation at any areas requiring
such. DOE’s land withdrawal relates to the extraction of uranium and vanadium resources from
the ULP lease tracts. As such, developing alternative energy is outside the scope of the ULP.

DOE does not agree with comments that the Purpose and Need Statement must specify
the lessee’s mitigation requirements; however, the PEIS does contain a robust discussion of
mitigation requirements (see Section 4.6).

Regarding comments about follow-on NEPA reviews, the PEIS states in Section 1.7:
“After the ROD [Record of Decision] is issued, as plans (for exploration, mine development and
operation, and reclamation) are submitted by the lessees to DOE for approval, further NEPA
review for a given action would be conducted. The level of follow-on NEPA review to be done
(e.g., categorical exclusion determination, environmental assessment, or environmental impact
statement) would depend on the action being proposed by the lessees, as indicated in the plans
submitted. This NEPA review would be conducted to inform DOE’s decision on approval of the
specific plans, including the conditions DOE would require to mitigate potential impacts.” Based
on the comments received, Section 1.7 has been revised to state that for all future mining plans
submitted for approval, DOE will require, at a minimum, an EA with appropriate public
involvement to be prepared to further evaluate potential site-specific impacts. DOE will issue
categorical exclusion determinations for classes of actions such as routine maintenance activities
that DOE has determined by regulation do not have the potential to result in significant
environmental impacts. DOE makes its categorical exclusions publicly available on the internet.

Although some commenters said the public was not given sufficient time to comment on
the PEIS, DOE provided over twice the mandatory duration. The 60-day comment period
initially provided exceeded the required 45-day comment period. The comment period was
extended twice, so that the final comment period lasted for 109 days.

After deliberation, DOE determined that re-issuing of the ULP PEIS is not necessary.
DOE has adequately evaluated the range of reasonable alternatives and that the information and
analysis in the PEIS is adequate for all of the alternatives (see discussion in 1.3.1 for a summary
of potential impacts discussed in the PEIS). DOE has reviewed the public comments and, while
DOE has made revisions to the document in response to comments, DOE has not made
substantial changes to the proposed action and no new significant information has been
discovered so as to warrant issuing a revised Draft ULP PEIS.
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1.3.5 Reclaim and clean up previously mined sites; conduct reclamation of mined locations
during long periods of inactivity.

Topic Summary

Many commenters said that previously disturbed mining sites should be reclaimed before
any new mining moves forward. Commenters said that cleanup would provide the region with
many more jobs and lead to higher economic growth than that realized from uranium mining.
Some commenters voiced a preference for these types of jobs over jobs from the mining
industry.

Discussion

Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been
completed. There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be
reclaimed under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s
oversight or authority to reclaim. With regard to the number of jobs that could be generated from
the reclamation of the currently 12 existing mines on the ULP lease tracts, the estimates provided
in Alternative 1 (which evaluates reclamation of these 12 existing mines) indicate that up to
29 direct jobs and 16 indirect jobs could be generated.

Reclamation is required by Federal and state law and by provisions of the lease.
Consistent with state requirements, one lease holder has filed environmental protection plans
(EPPs), and another lease holder has submitted reclamation plans. State law requires lease
holders to enter Temporary Cessation (TC) if inactive for more than 180 days for an initial
period of 5 years. A second 5-year TC may be granted by the state. However, under no
circumstances shall the TC period be longer than 10 consecutive years. If TC reaches the 10-year
maximum, or a second 5-year period is not granted, an operator is required to either reactivate
for a year or fully comply with reclamation and EPP requirements.

1.3.6 Maintain mined uranium ore from the ULP lease tracts as a domestic supply.

Topic Summary

Many commenters noted in their submissions that they would prefer that uranium mined
in the United States not be exported to foreign governments. Some commenters voiced concerns
over national security interests, saying that uranium should not be sold to foreign governments to
prevent them from engaging in uranium enrichment activities as part of a program to develop
nuclear weapons. Other commenters voiced concerns over energy policy interests, saying that
uranium should not be exported to foreign governments because domestic nuclear energy needs
take precedence.
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Other commenters requested that the uranium supply be maintained in the ground. These
commenters explained that there is no need to generate additional uranium supply because there
are already sufficient supplies of uranium stockpiled for domestic use. Few commenters said that
there was no market for uranium and others noted that this country already has a robust supply of
uranium. Commenters said that uranium ores should be kept in the ground until the time comes
when the stockpiled domestic supply needs to be augmented.

Discussion

DOE’s proposed action in the PEIS does not address uranium ore exports, over which the
NRC, not DOE, has authority; and the scope of analysis in the PEIS does not analyze the
possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export. The possibility that uranium
or uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to being exported does not undermine the PEIS’s
stated purpose and need, and does not require that the PEIS’s scope be expanded to analyze the
export of uranium or uranium ore. Any export of domestic uranium or uranium ore from any
source within the United States, including the ULP lease tracts, is strictly regulated by Nuclear
Regulatory Commission (NRC) under the terms of the AEA and the NRC regulations, which
impose requirements that must be satisfied before the NRC will grant a license to export any
domestic uranium or uranium ore. See AEA, 42 U.S.C. §§ 2099, 2151-2160d; NRC regulations,
10 C.F.R. §§ 110.19-110.46. For example, 42 U.S.C. § 2099 forbids the NRC from licensing any
person to export from the United States any uranium ore, or other source material, if the issuance
of such a license “would be inimical to the common defense and security” or the health and
safety of the public; 42 U.S.C. § 2155 gives the Executive Branch the authority to veto any
export of uranium ore. Many more specific requirements are imposed in the other above-cited
provisions of the AEA and the NRC regulations.

In addition, the possibility that uranium ore from the ULP may be subject to export, after
a prospective exporter goes through the process of applying for and receiving the necessary
permission from the NRC, does not undermine the stated purpose and need for agency action: to
support the AEA provisions which authorized and directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic
uranium, and to issue leases or permits for prospecting, exploration, mining, or removal of
deposits of uranium ore in lands belonging to the United States to the extent DOE deems
necessary to effectuate the provisions of the AEA (42 U.S.C. §§ 2096-2097). An active ULP
program will be more successful in meeting that need than would an inactive program.

1.3.7 Use the ULP lease tracts for generating renewable energy instead of uranium ore
production.

Topic Summary
Some commenters said they would prefer that the land within the ULP lease tracts be

used to generate renewable energy. They noted that solar or wind resources were plentiful in the
region and that DOE should be doing more to promote renewables over nuclear energy.
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Commenters noted that renewable energy resources such as solar and wind have less of an
impact on the region’s environment and the health of area residents.

Discussion

The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS; and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need”
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources.

1.3.8 Although a long list of mitigation measures is presented in the ULP PEIS, some are
inadequate, and additional measures need to be included. The ULP PEIS lacks a
discussion on the effectiveness of the measures presented. It is also not clear if some
of these measures would be required and how they would be implemented.

Topic Summary

Commenters pointed out that mitigation measures identified in the ULP PEIS were
inadequate or requested that additional mitigation measures be added to the ULP PEIS. Several
commenters said that the buffer zone around the Dolores River was inadequate and requested
that it be expanded. Commenters noted several other mitigation measures that needed to be
strengthened or modified. For example, one commenter noted that to mitigate radionuclides from
blowing onto residences, it would be necessary not only to cover the waste rock piles with soil
but also to spray the soil with water or some other barrier. Commenters were also concerned
about the enforceability of the mitigation measures. They noted that resources would best be
protected if lessees were required to undertake the identified mitigation measures.

Discussion

As indicated in Section 4.6, measures that are identified as compliance and mitigation
measures would be implemented because they are required by law (compliance measures) or
have been identified to minimize potential impacts (mitigation measures) as included in the
leases. The ULP PEIS also indicates that mitigation measures that are currently not in the leases
would be included as leases are modified. Implementation of the compliance and mitigation
measures would be under the oversight of the corresponding oversight agencies. DOE is
responsible for assuring that lease requirements are met and thus would enforce mitigation
measures in leases.
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1.3.9 The cumulative impacts analysis does not cover enough area and does not address
some projects in the region of cumulative impacts, such as the oil and gas wells
present in the area. The conclusions or determinations of negligible to minor
potential cumulative impacts need to be re-evaluated.

Topic Summary

Many commenters said that the cumulative impacts analysis was inadequate.
Commenters noted that some information was not included in the cumulative impacts analysis,
such as the impacts that could result from climate change and oil and gas activities. Other
commenters noted that the cumulative impacts analysis did not address the impacts from the
Pifion Ridge Mill. Commenters said the ULP PEIS lacked a detailed cumulative impacts study;
excluded an investigation of long-term economic development, transportation corridors, and
public health; and failed to consider the combined impacts of all past and present uranium
activities in this region. Commenters requested that these analyses be performed for the final
issuance of the ULP PEIS.

Discussion

DOE has reviewed the analysis of cumulative impacts in light of these comments to
ensure that it is adequately comprehensive to provide a basis for informed, environmentally
sound decision making.

GHG emissions attributable to the ULP would be small (see discussion in 1.3.1). Climate
would not be expected to adversely affect ULP activities, including successful reclamation, or
the impacts of ULP activities on resource areas, which are conservatively estimated in this PEIS.

Oil and gas projects within the 50-mi (80-km) ROI considered in the PEIS are discussed
and evaluated in Section 4.7.2.4. A total of 3,121 wells are located within the ROI studied, as
shown in Figure 4.7-2. Table 4.7-8 summarizes potential impacts in the ROI during exploration
and future development of oil and gas lease parcels. The cumulative impacts evaluation in
Section 4.7.2.2 did analyze all past and present uranium activities within the 50-mi (80-km) ROI.
The proposed Pifion Ridge Mill is also evaluated relative to cumulative impacts, since it is within
the 50-mi (80-km) ROI addressed in this PEIS. Section 4.7.1.1 describes the Pifion Ridge Mill
project and its potential impacts on the environment and human health as discussed in reports
prepared by Energy Fuels. This information was then incorporated into Section 4.7.4 to
determine the cumulative impacts for this ULP PEIS.

Studies on long-term economic development, transportation corridors, and public health
as suggested by these commenters are not within the scope of this ULP PEIS. However, this ULP
PEIS does conservatively analyze the time frame for addressing the life-cycle of the proposed
action (i.e., considered the 10-year or longer time that mining activities could occur under the
lease terms), and it considers cumulative impacts from all reasonably foreseeable future actions
with the 50-mi (80-km) ROI under cumulative impacts.
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1.4 COMMENTS AND RESPONSES

All comment documents received by DOE on the Draft ULP PEIS are provided in this
section. Each comment document received was assigned a comment document identifier. Oral
comments given at the public hearings were documented via transcripts prepared for each
hearing. Excerpts from the transcripts containing the oral comments provided by each
commenter at the hearings are also presented in this section. The transcripts can be found in their
entirety on the project web site at http://www.ulpeis.anl.gov/.

Comment documents received were organized into two categories. Section 1.4.1 contains
all the comment documents received from organizations, and Section 1.4.2 contains all comment
documents received from individual members of the public. At the beginning of each section in
Sections [.4.1 and 1.4.2, a corresponding table that lists all of the organizations or individuals
from whom comment documents were received is included for reference. In these sections, a
side-by-side format is used, in which the comments identified from each comment document are
shown on the left side of the pages and the corresponding DOE responses are shown on the right
side of the pages.

I.4.1 Organizations That Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web
Portal or Orally at One of the Public Hearings

Table 1.4-1 tabulates all organizations (in alphabetical order) that submitted comments,
along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each
comment document are shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding
response shown on the right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses
are presented at the end of Section 1.4.

1.4.2 Individuals Who Submitted Comments in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal
or Orally at One of the Public Hearings

Table 1.4-2 tabulates all individuals (in alphabetical order) who submitted comments,
along with the comment document identifiers assigned to each. Comments identified within each
comment document are shown in brackets on the left side of the page(s), with the corresponding
response shown on the right side of the same page(s). The comment documents and responses
are presented at the end of Section 1.4.
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TABLE 1.4-1 Organizations That Submitted Comments in

Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal or Orally at One

of the Public Hearings for ULP

Name

Comment
Document No.

Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office
Citizens for Clean Air

Cotter Corporation

Curecanti Medical Society

Department of the Interior

Dolores River Coalition

Energy & Conservation Law

Hopi Tribe

Lower Colorado River Water Quality Partnership
Mesa County Department of Public Services
Montrose County

Montrose County, Board of County Commissioners
San Miguel County Board of Commissioners

Town of Telluride

U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Region 8§
Uranium Watch and Living Rivers

Western Colorado Congress

Western Small Miners Association

L33
L44
L50
L45
L38
L46
L47
L1
L39
L32
T29
L3
L41
L53
L43
L48
L49
L36

TABLE 1.4-2 Individuals Who Submitted Comments

in Writing via Letter, E-mail, or Web Portal or Orally

at One of the Public Hearings for ULP

Comment
Name Document No.

Acker, Thomas T3

Adams, Francine E9%4
Adamson, Susie T20
Allen, Chris L10
Andersen, Lori E74
Anderson, Gordon E59
Anderson, Gordon E97
Applegate, Josh L16
Arrington, Bob E108
Aubert, Josh L22
Bachman, Hether E43
Baker, Jefferson L23
Ballantyne, Marvin T25
Barford, Denise E79
Bennett, Jan W16
Beverly, Robert G. L2
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TABLE L.4-2 (Cont.)

Comment
Name Document No.

Boeschenstein, Bennett E30
Boling, Ashley T42
Bowen, Sandra E2

Brannon, Lee E122
Brouillette, Carrie L24
Brown, Charla E31

Brown, Charla E56
Brown, Charla E117
Brown, David L5

Brown, Ruthie E12
Cale, Dave T9

Callies, Lori E78
Cascade, Robyn E49
Case, Dudley E4

Cassidy, Michael E107
Catlin, Barbara E32
Chamberlin, Judith W10
Chowen, Carole E8

Clay, Margaret E18
Clow, Scott T51

Collins, Kami L25
Collins, Mark T13
Colt, Summer L8

Congour, David E28
Congour, David E93
Coombs, Mary E37
Cooper, Hilary T47
Cort, George w7
Cort, George W14
Cort, George W18
Coulter, Sara E65
Crawford, Dave T27
Crocker-Bedford, Cole and Kara-Lynn L37
Cunningham, Kirk E96
Daniels, Mel E84
Davidian, Jerry W19
Davison, John E87
de Bivort, Lawry T48
Delaney, Betty E69
Deuter, Catherine E54
Dix, Deborah W15
Douglas, A. Paul E38
Douglas, A. Paul E80
Dye, Angela T40
Edge, Kristine E61

Ekenrode, Carol L6

Ellis, Ryan T5
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TABLE L.4-2 (Cont.)

Comment
Name Document No.

Ernst, Robert E47
Esty, Jon and Rosemary E3

Evans, Russell E9

Evans, Russell E67
Evans, Russell El15
Fenn, Virgil T7

Field, Sally El113
Fraser, Frances E13

Gabow, Bruce E45
Galloway, Danny ES8
Galloway, Danny E102
Glynn, David T45

Goin, Wayne E129
Golden, Marcia E40
Gray, Dick E57
Gray, Dick E99
Green, Robert E101
Greene, Howard El

Greene, Howard El6
Greene, Nicole E24
Greene, Nicole E68
Grieger, Shawna L26
Grossman, Robert L51

Hallenberg, Steven T21

Hallenborg, Lesley El16
Hallenborg, Steven E123
Halpern, Stuart E95
Harrison, Zackoree E17
Harrison, Zackoree E90
Hayes, Joe E36
Hayes, Joe E105
Hazelhurst, Sean L11

Heinrich, Mindi L27
Heuscher, Penny E120
Hiatt, Nina E5

Hiatt, Nina E70
Hiatt, Nina E91

Hills, Penny T14
Hoffmann, John W5

Hoodwin, Marcia Ell1
Hornback, Emily E26
Hutcheson, Lorraine L28
Johnson, Janet T8

Jones, David Wil
Joy, Jay E44
Justice, Susan E89
Kanter, Holly L17
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TABLE L.4-2 (Cont.)

Comment
Name Document No.

Keller, JR L18
Kemper, Katie E50
Kendall, Don L19
Kllanxhja, Piera W6
Kllanxhja, Piera E35
Kllanxhja, Piera El118
Kllanxhja, Piera E119
Kolachov, Nick T50
Konola, Claudette T11
Krute, Robert E39
Krute, Robert E77
Leas, Rebecca ES81
Lee, Carol E85
Leeds, Frank E127
Leonard, Betsy E10
Leonard, Betsy E62
Light, Paul E55
Livingston, Catherine E5l
Lobato, Tony T53
Lohmiller, Bruce L4
Lyne, Beverly Tl
Magoon, Janet E64
Magtutu, Gabe E103
Mallard, Angela L52
Maragon, Lisa E41
Maragon, Lisa E76
Marquardt, Michael E34
Marvel, Gail W4
May, Joan T49
McKenney, Tom E88
McTavish, Jodie T16
Mercer, Karen E66
Michaelis, Karen El4
Miller, Glen T6
Miller, Linda T41
Mitchell, Dennis T19
Moreng, Joseph E33
Myers, Chris T33
Name Withheld w2
Name Withheld W9
Name Withheld L27
Niederkruger, Eric T4
Oakes, Meagan W17
Oday, Ky L12
Oglesby, Betty T23
Olmstead, Dennis E104
Palmer, Shauna T34
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TABLE L.4-2 (Cont.)

Comment
Name Document No.
Parish, Barbara E71
Parker, Jennifer W8
Parker, Jennifer T36
Parker, Jennifer L13
Parker, Randy T35
Parker, Tehri E25
Peterson, Catherine T37
Pfaff, Kristin T2
Phillips, Benita El21
Phillips, Benita T12
Pierce, Carol W3
Prendergast, Jim E7
Quade, Wayne T28
Radley, Rad E46
Rahmann, Susan L35
Ramey, James E109
Reams, John T54
Rechel, Eric T10
Redmond, Mary ES53
Rensenbrink, Willy E92
Rice King, Karen E42
Riddell, Jim T26
Ries, Erin L7
Roberts, Gary E73
Robinson, Rita E21
Rogers, Don E22
Rogers, Don E75
Rogers, Missy E126
Rozycki, Mike T39
Rupp, Marjorie E52
Sadowski, Vicki T31
Safken, Melody ES83
Safken, Melody E128
Saftler, Michael T44
Sandberg, Nick W12
Sands, Ed E29
Saunders, Bob T32
Savant, Sam W13
Schoettler, Joanne ER2
Schofield, Mark E15
Sharp, Rod L20
Siglin, Patrick T18
Smith, Wally T24
Stettner, Paul Ell
Stettner, Paul E63
Stucklen, Deborah W1
Syldona, Maria E6
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TABLE L.4-2 (Cont.)

Comment
Name Document No.
Szilagyi, Paul T38
Taylor, Kristin L9
Taylor, Linda El124
Terrill, Nancy E27
Terry, Noalani E72
Terry, Noalani E106
Thompson, Donald E110
Thompson, Jane T57
Thurston, Jennifer T43
Townsend, Carl E48
Turner, Greg L29
Unfred, Alisa L14
Unfred, Craig L15
van West, Rein and Jan E86
van West, Rein and Jan El112
Vandersloot, George T30
Vanek, Jolana El14
Varecha, Debbie E98
Wallace, Troy T56
Wetzel, Angela L21
Wheels, Kim E125
White, Carolyn L40
Wickham, Roger L42
Williams, Glen T22
Williams, Glen T46
Williams, Glen T55
Wilson, Kylynn L30
Wilson, Mary Lou L31
Wizer, Joyce E19
Wizer, Joyce E20
Wong, Choi T15
Wood, Linda E100
Woodward, Joan T17
Yoho-Wikse, Nicholas T52
Ziegler, Cynthia E23
Ziegler, Cynthia E60
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L33-1

L33-2

L33-3

Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by BLM as a cooperating agency for the ULP
PEIS process.

The descriptor “main” has been revised to “an” - the footnote now reads: “...issued a final
radioactive materials license to Energy Fuels Resources Corporation (which is an asset of

Ontario’s Energy Fuels Resources, Inc., located in Lakewood, Colorado),....”.

This has been corrected to 69 kilometers.
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Replaced “prevents” with “reduces” per comment.

L33-4

Bureau of Land Management, Tres Rios Field Office, Commenter ID No. L33 (Cont.)

DEAFT ULP PELS (Dated May 2013) COOPERATORS REVIEW RECORD

Reviewar Reviewer's Email
Linda Reed Ireed@blm.gov
Reviewer's Qrganization Reviewer's Phone Date
BLM H70 240 5322 41513
Commenit Page NoJ .
Mo, Line No. ‘Comment Resolution
1 4-299, Line 30 | Replace the wor

L33-4
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Citizens for Clean Air, Commenter ID No. L44

June 28, 2013

Mr. Raymond Plieness

ULP PEIS Document Manager
Office of Legacy Management
U.S. Department of Energy

Dear Mr, Plieness,

Regarding the Uranium Leasing Program (ULP) Programmatic Environmental Impact
Statement (PEIS), members of Citizens for Clean Air are writing to voice our concems on
the uranium leasing of 25,000 acres in three counties, including our own Mesa County.

Our air shed is under considerable strain from a number of activities other than the
proposed uranium resource development. Currently, ozone levels are hovering
dangerously close to violating health and safety standards set by the EPA, threatening the
air we breathe. The chemical VOC and NOx ozone precursors produced by oil and gas
operations make the industry the greatest polluter.

The DOE preferred Alternative No. 4 states that potential impacts to regional ozone
would not be of concem (line 17, 2.4.1). We strongly disagree, the potential impacts
concern us, We cannot afford even a small percentage of additional VOCs and NOx
caused by uranium mine development. We are already at risk of non-attainment status,
which would put us under the control of federal authority.

In addition, the DOE preferred Alternative No. 4 states that air quality impacts of PM10
and PM 2.5 emissions from mine development are estimated to be about 3.0% and 1.3%
of the three-county total emissions (2.4.1 lines 12,13,14 pg.237). Last winter, a record 47
days of cold air inversions affected Grand Junction, Delta and Montrose residents below
6,000 feet. During that period, air quality levels exceeded federal standards of safety due
to high concentrations of PM 10 and PM 2.5, recorded by the Mesa County Health
Department, In addition to oil and gas industry contributions, the culprits were vehicle
emissions, wood burning stoves, and other open burning emissions. Even small

of additional particulates due to uranium operations would be unacceptable, due to our
current status of near non-attainment,

A 2011 report on the Public Health Impacts of Uranium Mining conducted by the
Southemn Environmental Law Center supports our concems. The report states that “The
waste generated by uranium mining and milling contains many hazardous and toxic
substances, including radon, selenium, molybdenum, uranium and thorium,” and that
“Radon released from mining and milling wastes and in the mines themselves poses a
risk of lung cancer to both mine workers and surrounding communities.”

L44-1

L44-2

L44-3

L44-1

L44-2

For ozone, an area is considered to be in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) when the 3-year average of the annual 4th highest daily maximum 8-hour
ozone concentration at a site is less than or equal to 0.075 ppm (73 FR 16436, Mar 27, 2008).
Currently, all counties encompassing the ULP lease tracts are designated as
unclassifiable/attainment area. The nearest O; nonattainment areas include Denver
metropolitan area and the Upper Green River Basin (UGRB) in southwest Wyoming, which
includes the entire Sublette County, east-central Lincoln, and northwestern Sweetwater
Counties. In 2012, the UGRB was designated as a marginal nonattainment area related to
wintertime high ozone.

Ozone is primarily a summertime pollutant. The conditions conducive to high ozone
concentrations typically include high temperature, low wind speeds, intense solar radiation,
and an absence of precipitation. However, high ozone concentrations have recently been
observed in several western rural areas during winter months, even when temperatures are
below freezing and lower solar radiation prevails.

Air quality modeling indicated that these high-ozone incidents during wintertime result from
several factors: elevated wintertime solar radiation due to the higher elevation and enhanced by
high albedo of snow cover; shallow mixing layer below temperature inversion; no or few
clouds; stagnant or light winds; and abundant ozone precursors (such as NO, and VOCs) from
existing oil and gas development activities. Topographic and meteorological conditions around
the ULP lease tracts are similar to those in Sublette County, Wyoming. Thus, elevated
wintertime ozone is likely when high ozone-induced meteorological conditions prevail and
ozone precursor emissions are abundant. Recently, ozone monitoring has begun in
northwestern Colorado (e.g., Garfield and Rio Blanco Counties) and northeastern Utah

(e.g., Uintah County), for which monitored ozone levels frequently exceed NAAQS mostly
during winter months.

There are several O; monitoring stations south of I-70 along the state boundary between
Colorado and Utah (EPA 2013), which have elevations similar to ULP lease tracts ranging
5,000-8,000 ft. Monitoring data at these stations exceed NAAQS on occasion only in the
summer months and does not show any sign of wintertime high ozone.

In the three counties with typical rural setting, VOCs emissions occur everywhere where the
atmospheric chemistry is in the NOy limited. For NO,, on-road vehicular emissions account for
slightly over 30%, followed by point sources and oil and gas-related emissions at about 22%
each. As discussed in the Draft PEIS, ozone precursor emissions from ULP activities are
estimated to be a small fraction of those that occur in the three ULP counties (up to 2.3%) and
scattered over a wide area (about 50-mi stretch). These potential emissions from the ULP lease
tracts could slightly increase the ozone levels but would be a minor contributor to total ozone
levels in the area.

Lyman, S., and H. Shorthill (editors), 2013, Final Report: 2012 Uintah Basin Winter Ozone &
Air Quality Study, Feb. 1. Available at http://rd.usu.edu/files/uploads/ubos_2011-
12_final_report.pdf.

EPA (U.S. Environmental Protection Agency), 2013, AirData, Access to monitored air quality
data from EPA’s Air Quality System (AQS) Data Mart. Available at
http://www.epa.gov/airdata/index.html

For PM,, an area is considered to be in attainment of the National Ambient Air Quality
Standards (NAAQS) when 24-hour PM,, concentrations are not exceeded over150 pg/m’® more
than once per year on average over 3 years. For PM, 5, an area is considered to be in attainment
of NAAQS when 3-year average of 98" percentiles is lessthan 35 pg/m’. Currently, all
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Citizens for Clean Air, Commenter ID No. L44 (Cont.)

As citizens, we recognize the need to be accountable for our p | contributions to air
pollution due to home energy consumption, vehicle exhaust, wood burning, ete. Citizens

Jor Clean Air is working locally to improve and implement existing regulations. At the

same time, we expect and entrust the DOE to protect our right to breathe clean air. We
feel that impacts to air quality have not been sufficiently considered in the PEIS, and urge
the DOE to conduct a more comprehensive study on long-term impacts,

Finally, our area has still not recovered fully from the negative effects of a history of
uranium mining and milling; mine reclamation has not been completed, leaving
troublesome toxic soils, water contamination, and mill tailings resulting in fugitive air
emissions.

Until a more comprehensive study of impacts on long-term air pollution is conducted by
the DOE, we do not feel the implementation of the ULP is warranted.

In the meantime, we strongly support reclaiming existing mines before initiating further
uranium extraction activities.

Sincerely,

Karen Sjoberg

Chair

Citizens for Clean Air

c/o 514 Rado Dr. #F
Grand Junction, CO 81507

L44-3
(Cont.)

L44-3

L44-4

counties encompassing the ULP lease tracts are designated as unclassifiable/attainment areas.
The nearest PM (PM,, and PM, 5) nonattainment areas include Wasatch Front in Utah,
including Salt Lake City, Provo, and/or Ogden.

In the summertime, high wind events can lead to unusually high PM values. In addition, high
PM values tend to occur during wintertime temperature inversions. Air quality trends are
difficult to evaluate because meteorological conditions play a large role in the data collected
from year to year. That is why the standard is evaluated over three-year period.

Per PM data for Grand Junction, elevated PM,, concentrations are observed during warm
months (EPA 2013). In contrast, elevated PM, 5 concentrations tend to occur during cold
months. Presumably PM,, peaks are related to natural dust events while PM, 5 peaks are
associated with temperature inversion and emissions from vehicles, road sanding, wood-
burning stoves, and other open burning emissions. Wood-burning and open burning restriction
program and vehicle emissions inspection and maintenance program could relieve PM loadings
into the atmosphere.

Most ULP activities would occur during daytime hours when air dispersion is favorable and
thus potential impacts of these activities would be minimal associated with nighttime
temperature inversion except for prolonged snow cover as the case is in wintertime high ozone.
As discussed in the DPEIS, PM emissions from ULP activities are estimated to be a small
fraction of those in three ULP counties total (up to 3.2%) and scattered over a wide area (about
50-mi stretch). As a result, these emissions from ULP lease tracts can slightly increase PM
levels but become a minor contributor to total PM levels in the area.

DOE has reviewed the analysis of air quality to assure that it is adequately comprehensive to
provide a basis for informed, environmentally sound decision making.

This Final PEIS contains additional information about potential radon releases (see

Sections 4.3.5, 4.4.5, and 4.5.5). DOE is required to meet Federal, state and local regulatory
requirements for implementing DOE’s preferred alternative. Mitigation measures have also
been identified in this PEIS that would prevent or minimize potential impacts to air quality.
Impacts to air quality from the range of reasonable alternatives for the ULP Program have been
evaluated in Sections 4.1.1, 4.2.1, 4.3.1, 4.4.1, and 4.5.1. Cumulative impacts to air quality and
human health are discussed in Section 4.7. Controls are in place to mitigate health impacts on
uranium mine workers. The PEIS evaluated potential risk to workers and members of the
general public (on-site recreationist and off-site residents). This evaluation made use of state-
of-the-art models and health science information recommended by the EPA to estimate the
radon emission rates associated with mining operations and the primary health risks of
concern, the latent life-time cancer risks, for such evaluations. DOE’s analysis likely
overestimates human health impacts because the emission estimates were based on
conservative assumptions that would yield higher radiation exposures. The results discussed in
the PEIS indicate that for the peak year scenarios described in the PEIS, when conducted in
compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, the identified mitigation measures can be
implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the environment.

DOE has evaluated the potential impacts for 13 environmental resource areas (including air
quality) and human health for the five alternatives considered to be the range of reasonable
alternatives presented in the PEIS. DOE considers the evaluation to be adequate in supporting
all five alternatives. See also discussion in Section 1.3.2.

DOE has considered the results of the PEIS evaluation and the comments received on the Draft
PEIS in identifying Alternative 4 as DOE's preferred alternative. Alternative 4 provides for the
continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine development /mine operation, and
reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year period or for another reasonable period.
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Citizens for Clean Air, Commenter ID No. L44 (Cont.)

Reclamation of all legacy mines under DOE’s oversight within the ULP has been completed.
There are currently 12 existing mines on eight lease tracts that will ultimately be reclaimed
under the ULP. Other mines in the region are not under the ULP and not under DOE’s
oversight or authority to reclaim. DOE analyzed this alternative as part of its range of
reasonable alternatives in the PEIS.
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Cotter Corporation, Commenter ID No. L50

pRvAN-CAvC D e

raben. wehrman@heyaneive com

June 28, 2013

Via U.S. Mail and E-mail ulpeis@anl.gov

Mr. Raymond Plieness

ULP PEIS Document Manager
Office of Legacy Management
U.S. Department of Energy
11025 Dover Street, Suite 1000

Westminster, CO 80021

Re:  Cotter Corporation (N.5.1.)"s Comments on the U.S. Department of Energy's
Draft Uranium Leasing Program Prog ic Envire I Impact
Statement

Dear Mr, Plieness:

This letter is submitted on behalf of Cotter Corporation (N.S.L.) (“Cotter”) as
part of the public comment process on the U5, Department of Energy’s (“DOE”)
draft Uranium Leasing Program Prog ic Envitor tal Impact 5
(“Draft PEIS™), dated March 2013. DOE requested comments on the Draft PEIS in
its Notice of Availability of the Draft Uranium Leasing Program Programmatic
Enviro | Impact 5 (“NOA™), dated March 15, 2013, and stated it
would accept comments through May 16, 2013, 78 Fed. Reg. 16,483, 16,484 (March
15, 2013). Subseq ly, DOE ded the deadline for submitting comments on
the Draft PEIS to May 31, 2013, 78 Fed. Reg. 23,926 (April 23, 2013), and then to
July 1,2013. 78 Fed. Reg. 33,090 (June 3, 2013).

First of all, thank you for providing Cotter with this opportunity to submit
comments on the Draft PEIS, and for the efforts DOE has made in studying the
Uranium Leasing Program (“ULP"), analyzing its impacts, and preparing the Draft
PEIS, DOE has dedicated extensive resources to this work, which is appreciated by
Cotter.

Cotter is submitting these comments because it has a strong interest in the
ULP, and supports the program’s continuation. Cotter has been in the business of
processing and mining uranium and vanadiom since 1956, Important to Cotter’s
business is developing and operating its uranium,/vanadium properties in western
Colorado, which include mines on the following ULP lease tracts: 6,7, 8,9, 11, 134,
18, 21, and 25 (“Cotter Lease Tracts”). Cotter is the current lessee of these lease
rracts. See Draft PEIS at Tables 1.2-1 and 2.2-2. As DOE is also aware, combined
recoverable reserves at the Cotter Lease Tracts are substantial, See Draft PEIS at

Brysn Cave HRD

1708 Lincoln Strear, Swite 4100
Denver, CO 80203-4541
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Comment noted. DOE has reviewed the comments submitted by Cotter Corporation, has
incorporated the information from the EPPs and the recommended corrections to PEIS text
(see Responses to L50-13 to L50-22, and L50-25 to L50-28).
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Mr. Raymond Plieness Bryan Cave HRO
June 28, 2013
Page 2

Table 1.2-2 (estimating 8,310,010 pounds of uranium ore reserves at the nine Cotter Lease Tracts).
Without the ULP, those ore reserves would not be mined in the foreseeable future, which would deny
Cotter, the United States, and the region substantial economic benefits, as well as the benefits of clean
electricity generation and other uses. Moreover, for over 30 years, Cotter has invested considerable
sums in its mines to extract resources, to develop and maintain mine facilities, to explore for and
define ore resources, and to ensure future mining opportunities when metals prices recover. Those
investments would be lost if DOE were to discontinue the ULP and tetininate Cotter's leases.

Given Cotter’s strong interest in the ULP, and the significant benefits that will accrue to the
public, the economy, and the region if the ULP is continued, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE
review these comments, and incorporate them into the PEIS and the administrative record for these
proceedings. Cotter may supplement these comments as it obtains additional information through the
envite I impact process.

Cotter's comments are organized in two sections. The first section contains comments that
are of a general nature. The second section contains page-specific comments organized by page
number of the Draft PEIS.

L GENERAL COMMENTS
A DOE Should Continue the ULP.

DOE's proposed action is to “decide whether to contunue the ULP and, if it decides 1o
continue the ULP, to determine which alternative to adopt in order to manage the ULP.” Draft PEIS
at 1-29, Compelling reasons exist to continue the ULP, as explained more fully below.

A threshold reason for continuing the ULP is to enable production of the substantal uranium
and vanadium ore reserves remaining at the ULP’s existing lease tracts, DOE estimates that 13.0 to
13.5 million pounds of uranium ore reserves remain at those lease tracts. Draft PEIS at Table 1.2-2,
2-32. It also estimates that over one-half of these reserves (8,310,010 pounds of uranium) exist at the
Cotter Lease Tracts. Jd These estimates are supported by Cotter’s own calculations showing millions
of pounds of uranium and vanadium reserves at the Cotter Lease Tracts. Without the ULP, the
remaining ore reserves would not be mined in the foreseeable future, which would result in a lost
economic opportunity of substantial magnitude for Cotter, other mining companies, the public, the
United States, and western Colotado. As to Cotter alone, the losses from terminating the ULP would
be severe. Cotter would lose the future revenue from mining the millions of pounds of uranium and
vanadium at the Cotter Lease Tracts. As indicated above, Cotter would also lose the oppottunity to
recover the substantial sums that it has invested in its mines over a period spanning more than 30
years. Forcing Cotter to incur these losses would be especially unfair given that Cotter has lease
agreements with DOE covering each of the Cotter Lease Tracts, and is authorized by such lease
agreements to mine and remove the uranium and vanadium at each lease tract. Draft PEIS at Table
1.2-1 and A-5 (*DOE does hereby lease the Property to the Lessce, for the purposes ofexplormg for,
developing, mining, and removing deposits of uranium, vanadivm, and associated minerals . . . .”).

L50-1
(Cont.)

L50-2

L50-2

DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in addition to public
comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for the PEIS.
Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and mine
development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS.
DOE also notes the report that Cotter Corporation attached with its comment letter as

Exhibit 1. DOE has read this 2013 report (Critical Analysis of World Uranium Resources:

U.S. Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5239 authored by Susan Hall and Margaret
Coleman), but has not included it with this Appendix to conserve resources. DOE has reviewed
the attachment and has noted the excerpts included in the comment.
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M. Raymond Plicness Bryan Cave HRO
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Cotter has relied on these lease ags in making 1ts expendi in the mines and in developing
its business and permitting plans.

The public will benefit suk lly from the continuation of the ULP. DOE joined recently

with the U.5. Department of the Intetior to analyze the world uranium supply and demand balance.
Hall, Susan, and Coleman, Margaret, 2013, Critical Analysis of World Uranium Resources: U.S.
Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5239 (attached hereto as Exhibit 1). The agencies found that
“Global concems about greenhouse gases, rising fossil-fuel prices, the need for additional energy in
developing countries and energy security support the development of addinonal nuclear capacity,” [d
at 10. However, the agencies also found that “mine development is proceeding too slowly to fully
meet requirements for an expanded nuclear power reactor flect in the near future (to 2035), and unless
adequate secondary or unconventional resources can be identified, imbalances in supply and demand
may occur.” Id at 1; see alw id, at 33, The ULP contrbutes to the development of additional nuclear
capacity and to reducing imbalances in ium supply and d d. Conversely, terminating the ULP
would undermine those objectives.

The benefits of continung the ULP include reducing our country’s dependence on foreign
sources of uranium and thereby increasing its energy independence. Uranium has a crtical role in
powet production in the United States, as approximarely 20% of our nation’s electricity comes from
nuclear power plants. Id at 9, DOE's Energy Information Administration explains: “Nuclear power
plays an important role in U.S. electricity, with 101 gigawatts (GW) of capacity accounting for 19% of
electricity generation in 2012, See U.S. Energy Information Administration, “Long-term outlook for
nuclear g ion depends on lifetime of existing capacity,” dated April 25, 2013, available at

: i, i il.cfmPid=10991 (attached hereto as Exhibit 2). However,
uranium is also a limited domestic resource, as the United States imports most of the uranium it uses.
As explained in the above-refe ed U5, Scientific Investipations Report 2012-5239, “Following
recent trends, most uranium purchased in the United States in 2009 (86 percent) originated from
foreign producers, while 14 percent originated from U.5. mining operations .. .." L5, Scientific
lnv:sﬂgauuns Report 2012-5239 at 9. Semf:o Colorado Gf.o]ogjml Sunrey "Enetgy R.esou.n:es =
Urantum,” available at http://peos a a
updatcd Sept. 19, 2012) (xcpomng that thc Urutcd Stalcs is the “world’s |atgc.l.l gcnmlor of mucleat
power,” but over 90% of our uranium must be imported) (attached hereto as Exhibit 3). Continuation
of the ULP will make millions of pounds of domestically sourced, high-quality uranium available to our
nation, and thercby reduce its dependence on foreign sources of this crincal mineral. See Draft PELS at
2-71 (reporting that, for Alternative 4, the DOE's preferred alternative, “approximately 480,000
tons,/yr of uranium ore would be removed from the DOE ULP lease tracts for processing at the mills
and ultimately used for various energy purposes.”).

The ULP will create economic benefits for western Colorado and the nation. Depending on
the alternative selected, DOE estimates that mining development and operational activities under the
ULP would create direct employment of up to approximately 253 people during peak years and up to
approximately 152 additional indirect jobs, Draft PEIS at 4-148, 4-205, 4-207, 4-245. Further,
uranium mining under the ULP would produce millions of dollars in income. Id. These benefits will
not occur if the ULP is terminated. The continuation of the ULP would also generate substantial

L50-2.
(Cont.)

L50-3

L50-3

Comment noted. See Response to L50-2.
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royalties for the United States. While the Draft PEIS does not estimate the royalties that would be
paid to the United States if existing ore reserves are mined, the dollar amount of such royalties should
total in the millions. See id at Table 1.1-1 (reporting that royalties generated from the production of
8.0 million pounds of uranium and 41.2 million pounds of vanadium in the DOE's previous three
leasing programs totaled § 62.9 million). Conversely, no royalties would be paid if the ULP is
terminated,

Another compelling reason for continuing the ULP is the recent licensing of the Pifion Ridge
Uranium Mill in western Montrose County, Colorado. See Colorado Department of Public Health md
Environment, “Pifion Ridge Ur.u'uum Mill license apphcauon meets smr.e n:gula(or\' mqlmemcnrs,

dated April 25, 2013, available at do. -
1251641879219 (attached hereto as hxhlbll 4) With the construction of that mill, “[a] surge in
uranium exploration, mining, and permitting is anticipated . . . " Draft PEIS at 4-267. The mill is

also expected to process ore from five to nine mines at any one u'mc\ Id. The economic benefits of
this anticipated surge would be reduced substantially if the ULP is terminated and many of the feeder

mines for the mill are thereby closed.

Based on the above, significant benefits will accrue to Cotter, other mining companies, the
public, western Colorado, and our nation if the ULP is continued. Cotter therefore encourages DOE
to continue that program.

B. Of the Alternatives Presented in the Draft PELS, Cotter Supports Alternative 4
as the Final Preferred Alternative for the ULP.

The Draft PEIS analyzes five alternatives for managing the ULP. Under Alternative 1, DOE
would terminate all leases of ULP lands, and all operations would be reclaimed by lessees, with DOE
continuing to manage the ULP lands. Draft PEIS at 2-1, 2-17, 2-19. No uranium leasing of the
ULP’s 31 existing lease tracts would occur now or in the future under this alternative. 1d Alternative
2 is the same as Alternative 1, except once reclamation is completed by lessees, DOE would relinguish
the lands for potential management by the U.S. Bureau of Land Management (“BLM") in accordance
with 43 C.F.R. Part 2370. Id at 2-1, 2-21. If the U.S. Department of the Interior and BLM then
determine that the lands are suitable to be managed as public domain lands, they would be managed
by BLM under its multiple use policies. [d DOE’s ULP would end. Id However, private parties,
such as Cotter, could establish new uranium mining claims under the 1872 mining law. Id at 2-21.
Under Alternative 3, DOE would continue the ULP as its existed before July 2007, with the 13 active
leases (including the Cotter leases),’ for the next ten-year period or for another reasonable period, and
DOE would terminate the remaining ULP leases. Id at 2-1, 2-21, 2-23. Under Alternative 4, DOE
would continue the ULP with the 31 existing lease tracts for the next ten-year period or for another
reasonable period. Id at 2-1. This alternative assumes that all 31 lease tracts would be available in the
future for potential exploration and mining of uranium ores. Draft PEIS at 2-27. Further, leases on

1 The 13 leases before July 2007 were for lease tracts 5,6, 7, TA, 8,9, 11, 13, 13A, 15,18, 21, and 25.
Draft PEIS at 2-21. Lease tracts 7 and TA were subsequently combined into lease tract 7. [
Accordingly, under Altemnative 3, only 12 lease tracts would continue to exist. Id

L50-3
(Cont.!)

L50-4

L50-4

Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in
addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS.
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the ULP lease tracts would be continued for the next ten years or for another reasonable period, as
appropriate. Jd Alternative 5 is the “No Action Alternative” under which DOE would continue the
ULP with the 31 existing lease tracts for the remainder of the ten-year petiod on existing leases, and
the leases would continue exactly as they were issued in 2008 [d at 2-1. DOE projects that, under
Alternative 5, all existing ULP leases would expire in 2021, Id. at 2-31.

In the NOA, DOE states that its “preferred alternative” is Alternative 4. 78 Fed. Reg. at
16,485; see alio Draft PEIS at 2-72 (same). Of the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS, Cotter
strongly supports Alternative 4 as the final preferred alternative for the ULP, and encourages DOE to
select that alternative. Cotter’s reasons are identified below.

a]lernsuvts prcsented in the ant ‘PE{S Ailcmanvc 4 bcst f‘ulﬁlls Ihc “undc:l}ﬂng pu.rposc and need
for agency action” identified in the Draft PEIS. This purpose and need is to “support the
implementation of the Atomic Energy Act (AEA) (42 US.C. §§ 2096-2097), which authonzed and
directed DOE to develop a supply of domestic uranium and to issue leases for the mining of uranium
and other source materials to effectuate the provisions of the AEA, and the implementation of the
Energy Policy Act of 2005 (Public Law [PL.] 109-58), which emphasized the reestablist of
nuclear power (Sections 601 through 657)." Draft PEIS at 1-27, 1-29. Alternative 4 fulfills this
purpose and need by contnuing the ULP with the 31 existing lease tracts, and thereby allowing DOE
to continue to “develop a supply of domestic uranium.” In contrast, terminating all ULP leases and
ending DOE’s urnium leasing program, as contemplated under Alternanves 1 and 2, would not
“support the implementation of the AEA, “develop a supply of domestic uranium,” “effectuate the
provisions of the AEA,” or advance the “reestablishment of nuclear power.” Accordingly, those
alternatives should not be selected. While Alternatives 3 and 5 would allow the ULP to continue in
effect, they either limit the number of ULP Jeases that may remain in effect or restrict their duration.
Those altemnatives, therefore, do less to support the implementation of the AEA and to develop a
supply of domestic uranium than does Alternative 4. For this reason, of the alternatives presented in
the Draft PEIS, DOE should select Alternative 4 to manage the ULP.

prote es’ rights i :ases. As explained above and
in the Dmft PE[S Concr is thc current lcsscc of nine Ir:ase tracts managcd under the ULP. Draft
PEIS at Table 1.2-1. Other mining companies have leased additional lease tracts managed under the
ULP. Id Although each of the ULP leases has been stayed by order of the United States District
Court for the District of Colorado, Calorads Environmental Coalition v. Office of Legacy Management, 819 F.
Supp. 2d 1193, 1224 (D. Colo. 2011), the leases have not been terminated and have years remaining
before the lease terms expire. See Draft PEIS at 2-31, A-5, and A-29. Alternative 4 protects all
lessees” rights in their ULP leases by authorizing each of the leases to continue for the next ten years
and then authorizing extensions of the leases. Jd at 2-27, 2-T1 (“For Alternative 4, the leases would
also likely be extended on a lease-by-lease basis.”). In contrast, Alternatives 1 and 2 do not protect

L50-4
(Cont.)

L50-5

L50-6'

L50-5

L50-6

Same response as L50-4.

See response to L50-4.
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lessees’ rights in their leases because they require that DOE prematurely terminate all ULP leases® Id.
at 2-1. Accordingly, DOE should not select those alternatives. Alternative 5 does not fully protect
Cotter's and other lessees’ rights in their ULP leases because it does not authorize extensions of the
leases. Jd. ar2-31, 2-71. Under Alternative 3, DOE would continue with exploration, mine
development and operations, and reclamation at the 13 ULP lease tracts for which leases existed prior
to July 2007, but would terminate the leases on the remainder of the ULP lease tracts. [d at 2-1, 2-21.
Alternative 3 therefore falls short in protecting the fghts of lessees holding such terminated leases.
Of the five alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS, Alternative 4 therefore best protects all lessees
rights in their ULP leases.

investments. Cotter also supports Alternative 4 because it allows Cotter the opportunity to recover
the substantial sums that it has invested in the Cotter Lease Tracts. For over 30 years, Cotter has
invested such sums to explore for and define ore resources; prepare the sites for mining; build and
maintain mine and storm water structures; pmduce ore; and conduct other mine operations. More
recently, Cotter has invested substantial sums in its lease tracts to satsfy the new permitting
requiremnenss of the State of Colorado, including preparing environmental protection plans (“EPPs"),
drainage design plans, storm water management plans, mine plans, and other studies; collecung
geologic and envirc | data; and submittng A Iment Applications (“Amend ") ta the
Colorado Division of Reclamation, Mining and Safety (“Division™). Specifically, on September 30,
2011, the Division wrote to Cotter and requested that it submit EPPs and Amendments for its mines
on the Cotter Lease Tracts by October 1, 2012, After hiring two engineering firms and spending
considerable sums, Cotter timely complied with the Division’s requests. This expense and effort
continue as Cotter responds to the Division's adequacy review questions on the Amendments. By
authorizing Cotter’s ULP leases to continue in effect and to be extended, Alternative 4 allows Cotter
the opportunity to recover its investments in the Cotter Lease Tracts.

In contrast to Alternatve 4, each of Cotter's ULP leases would terminate under Alternatives 1
and 2. Those altematives would therefore deny Cotter the opportunity to recover the substantial
sums it has invested in the Cotter Lease Tracts, and should not be selected. Alterative 5 would limae
Cotter's recovery of its investments because it would not authotize extensions of Cotter's ULP leases.
Draft PEIS at 2-31, 2-T1. Accordingly, Alternative 5 should not be selected. Under Alternative 3,
DOE would continue with exploration, mine development and operations, and reclamation at the 13
ULP lease tracts for which leases existed prior to July 2007, but would terminate the leases on the
remainder of the ULP lease mracts. Jd at 2-1, 2-21. Alternative 3 therefore falls short in protecting the
investments of lessees that hold such terminated leases,

*The Draft PEIS does not cite to legal authority that would authorize DOE to prematurely terminate
the ULP leases in these circumstances. Cotter does not here concede that such authority exists, and
reserves rights to challenge any attempt by DOE to prematurely terminate the Cotter leases.

L50-6
(Cont.)

L50-7

L50-7

See response to L50-4.
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M allows Cotter and other lessees ¥ [ oS
MMM Com:r suppons r\llemauve 4 hzum it n]laws Comu the oppormmry ta
recover the sul ium and {fumn reserves at the Cotter Lease Tracts, As explained

above and in the Draft PEIS, DOE estimates that those lease tracts contain 8,310,010 pounds of
uranium ore reserves, Draft PEIS at Table 1.2-2. The vanadium ore reserves in the Cotter Lease
Tracts are also substantial. By authorizing each of Cotter's ULP leases to remain in effect for ten
years and to be extended, Alternative 4 allows Cotter the opportunity to recover such ore reserves.

Alternatives 1 and 2 would not allow recovery of any additional ore reserves, as all ULP leases
would terminate under those alternatives. The economic harm from such lost opportunity would be
significant. Accordingly, those alternatives should not be selecred.

Alternative 5 would restrict Cotter's ability to recover the ore reserves at its lease tracts, Under
Alternative 5, the lease period for a given lease is the remainder of the ten-year period in the lease with
no extensions of the lease possible. Draft PEIS ar 2-31, 2.71. Due to the shorter lease period, the
number of years available for mining operations and ore g ion under Alternative 5 (DOE
assumes five years) is considerably less than under Alternative 4 (DOE assumes an “operational
period” of ten years with extensions likely on a lease-by-lease basis). Jd at 2-25, 2-29, 2.71,2-72, If
restricted to the shorter lease period, Cotter would likely not have sufficient time to exhaust all ore
reserves in its mines, and could be required to prematurely shut down mine activities and to
commence termination and reclamation. DOE recognized this potential limitation in its discussion of
why it preferred Alternative 4 over Alternative 5. See Draft PEIS at 2-72 (recognizing that the shorter
perod of time for mining operations and ore g ion associated with Altemative 5 could mean that
the ore in some of the mines might not be exhausted by the time the leases expired). Accordingly,
Alternative 4 should be selected over Alternative 5.

Alternative 3 allows Cotter the opportunity to recover uranium and vanadium reserves at the
Cotter Lease Tracts. Alternative 3 would nonetheless deny other mining companies, and thereby the
State and the country, the opportunity to obtain the benefits of mining the ore reserves at their lease
tracts if a ULP lease for that tract did not exist before July 2007. In that latter case, DOE would
terminate the existing lease. Draft PEIS at 2-21.

Alternative 4 will benefit the public. Of the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS,
Alternative 4 will do the most to benefit the public. As explained above, DOE joined recently with
the U5, Dep of the Interior to analyze the world um supply and d d balance, and
found that “Global concerns about greenhouse gases, rising fossil-fuel prices, the need for additional
energy in developing countries and energy securiry support the development of additional nuclear
capacity.” U.5. Scientific Investigations Report 2012-5239 at 10 (attached hereto as Exhibit 1).
Howcver the agencies also found that “mine development is proceeding too slowly to fully meet
1 for an expanded nuclear power reactor fleet in the near furure (to 2035), and unless
adequnte sccondsr}' or unconventional resources can be identified, imbalances in supply and demand
may occur.” Id at 1; see alo id at 33, Alternative 4 contributes to the development of additional
nuclear capacity and to reducing imbalances in uranium supply and demand by continuing the ULP

L50-8

L50-9

L50-8 Comment noted. DOE considered the results of the evaluation presented in the PEIS in
addition to public comments received in its identification of DOE’s preferred alternative for
the PEIS. Alternative 4 which provides for the continuation of the ULP (with exploration and
mine development /mine operation, and reclamation) at the 31 lease tracts for the next 10-year
period or for another reasonable period is DOE’s preferred alternative identified in this PEIS.

L50-9 See response to L50-8.
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with the 31 lease tracts. Conversely, terminating all or a portion of the ULP leases, as would be true
under Alternatives 1, 2, and 3, would undermine those objectives.

Alternative 4 would also reduce our country’s dependence on foreign sources of uranium. As
explained above, nuclear power accounts for about 20% of domestic U5 generar.ion of electrcity. Id
at 9. Despite this significant reliance on nuclear power, most of our cunuu'y s uranium is imported.
Id; see alro (_.olorado Geological Survey, L.ncrgy Resources — Ummum available at

g 2 gv/Urs 5 . aspx (last updated Sepe. 19, 2012)
(xtmc_hed h:relo as ]:xh:lblt 3). While this u:nba]:.nce in uranium supply has not become a “significant
problem,” it “could soon become a problem as more nuclear power plants are built around the world,
as world supp]ics become more constrained, and as prlccs of uranium dse.” Colorado Geological
Survey “Energy Rcsoun:es Uranium,” available at ~

('Ia.st updated Sept. 19, 201 2) {amchod hcmo as thulm 3). By
authorizing all ULP leases to continue, and thereby encouraging addinonal domestic uranium
production, Alternative 4 would reduce our country’s d dence on foreign of uranmum.

Alternative 4 would also create economic benefits for western Colorado and our nation,
Mining development and operational activities under Alternative 4 would create direct employment of
229 people during peak years and 152 additional indirect jobs. Draft PEIS at 2-49, 4-205, 4-207.
Further, uranium mining under Alternative 4 would produce $14.8 million in income. Id These
benefits will not occur if all ULP leases are terminated, as contemplated by Alternatives 1 and 2,
Alternative 4 would also generate substantial royalties for the United States. Conversely, no royalties
would be paid if all ULP leases are terminated and the ULP is terminated.

Summary. Of the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS, DOE should select Alternative 4
to manage the ULP. Alternative 4 best fulfills the purpose and need of the proposed action. Further,
it would authorze each of the ULP leases to continue in effect and to be extended, and thereby would
best preserve all lessees’ rights in their ULP leases, and allow Cotter and other ULP lessees an
opportunity to recover their investments in the ULP leases. It would also best allow Cotter and other
ULP lessees an opportunity to exhaust the ore reserves at the ULP lease tracts. Such operations
would also benefit the public interest by supporting the development of additonal nuclear capacity,
reducing our country’s dependence on foreign sources of uranium, and creating economic benefits for
western Colotado and our nation.

C. Cotter’s EPPs Contain M to Minimize Potential I
Mining Activities.

from ULP

P

Cotter is committed to conducting exploration on, and mining, the Cotter Lease Tracts in an
environmentally sound manner. To the extent environmental impacts may arise, the Draft PEIS
identifies ways they can be minimized or eliminated such as through “compliance measures, mitigation
measures, or best management practices .. .. Draft PEIS at 2-33, 4-251 to 4-265. DOE expects
such measures and practices to minimize or reduce the potential impacts identified in the Draft PEIS.
Draft PEIS at 4-251, 4-304.

L50-9
(Cont.)

L50-10

L50-11

L50-10

L50-11

See response to L50-8

Site-specific information provided in the EPPs prepared by Cotter Corporation has been
incorporated into the PEIS. See Section 1.3 for a summary.
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In 1ts discussion of compliance DOE recog

that the Division requires uranium

mining companies to obtain permits for their mining operations and to submit and follow an EPP. [d

at 4-264. In these EPPs, “[rlunoff and run-on are specifically addressed on a site-by-site basis, as are
issues concerning hydrology and reestablishment of vegetation.” Jd DOE's discussion nonetheless
does not analyze or otherwise reference any specific EPP that Cotter or other lessees have submitted
to the Division to protect any of the ULP lease tracts and related resources.

For each of the Cotter Lease Tracts, Cotter has submitted to the Division an EPP and related
measures in compliance with Colorado’s Hard Rock/Metal Mining rules for protection of the
eavironment, The EPPs evaluate the potential impacts of Cotter’s future mining activitics on the
environment, and propose measures to minimize or eliminate those impacts. In addition to the EPPs,
Cotter has submitted drainage design plans, storm water management plans, geotechnical stabilicy
reports, emesgency response plans, and other relevant studies, data, and maps. Cotter procured this
information at great expense and effort, and believes the implementation of these plans will protect
the environment and human health.

Cuncr s FPPs and related plans and studies support DOE’s expectation that the comphance
s , and best it practices identified in the Draft PEIS will

minitmize of teduce the potcnnal impacts identified in the Draft PEIS. Se Draft PEIS at 4-251, 4-304.

Thus, the impacts referenced in Chapters 2 and 4 of the Draft PEIS serve as an upper bound of
potential impacts arising from the ULP. Actual impacts should be less and, in certain cases, will be
negligible or non-existent. DOE confirms this point in its discussion of cumulative impacts:

[t]he potential incremental impacts of the five alternatives are based on conservative
assumptions and mostly do not take credit for measures (compliance measures,
miligm'on measures, and BMPs) that would minimize the potential impacts. Hence, it
is expected that the potential incremental impacts of the ULP would be less dian thase
summarized in Table 4.7-12, since such would be impl 1as

bry pm]ect-specu'lc mine plans and permits. For this reason, thc overall mcrcmcnul
impact of the ULP alternatives is expected to be negligible.

Id at 4-312 0.7,

II. PAGE-SPECIFIC COMMENTS

Chapter 1
Page 1-13, Section 1.2.3, Paragraph 1.

Comment. Section 1.2.3 provides site-specific information on eight of the 31 lease tracts
where “existing permitted mines” are located. These lease tracts are identified in the Draft PEIS as 5,
6,7,8,9,11,13, and 18. Cotter wishes to clarify that permitted mines also exist on lease tracts 134,
21, and 25. While land has been reclaimed at those lease tracts, Cotter’s reclamation permits for the
SR-13A Mine, LP-21 Mine, and CM-25 Mine ate effective and in good standing with the Division.

L50-11
(Cont.)

L50-12

L50-13

L50-12

L50-13

See response to L50-11. The site-specific information presented in EPPs prepared by Cotter

Corporation is consistent with input information used in the analyses for the PEIS.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment. Same for next 9 comments.
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Page 1-16, Section 1.2.3.2, Paragraph 3.

Comment. The third sentence of paragraph three in section 1.2.3.2 reports that “Production
[at the JI3-6 Mine] continued through November 2005, at which time mining was suspended and the
mine was placed on standby status.” Cotter respectfully submits that mining was not suspended at the
JD-6 Mine in November 2005, Cotter continued to ship ore from the JD-6 Mine in 2006, and the
mine was regulated as intermittently active up to December 15, 2012. Cotter also did not place the
JD-6 Mine on standby status in November 2005. Accordingly, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE
replace the third sentence of paragraph three in section 1.2.3.2 with the following: *“Production
and/or ore shipments from the mine continued into 2006.”

Page 1-18, Section 1.2.3.3, Paragraph 2,

Comment. With respect to the |D-7 underground mine, the final sentence of paragraph two
in section 1.2,3.3 reports “This work continued through November 2005, at which time development
activities were suspended and the mine was placed on standby starus.” Cotter respectfully submits
that development activities were not suspended at the JD-7 underground mine in November 2005.
Cotter built storm water catchment ponds and diversion ditches at the mine in 2011, and the mine was
regulated as intermittently active to December 15, 2012, Cotter also did not place the JD-7
underground mine on standby status in Novemnber 2005, Accordingly, Cotter respectfully requests
that DOE replace the final sentence of paragraph two in section 1.2.3.3 with the following: “This
work continued through N ber 2005.”

Page 1-18, Section 1.2.3.3, Paragraph 3.

Comment. To provide a more complete summary of mining activity at the JD-7 Pit Mine,
Cotter respectfully requests that DOE insert the following sentence immediately prior to the final
sentence of paragraph 3 in section 1.2.3.3: “Mining activities subsequently resumed at the mine, which
included in-pit development drilling from 1991 through 1993 and 1996 through 2004, and other
activities through the third quarter of 2011.”

Page 1-20, Section 1.2.3.4, Paragraph 2.

Comment. With respect to the JID-8 Mine, the fifth sentence of paragraph 2 in section 1.2.3.4
reports “The first ore shipment from the [JD-8] mine was made in June 2005 and production
continued through November 2005, at which time mining was suspended and the mine was placed on
standby status.” Cotter respectfully submits that mining was not suspended at the JD-8 Mine in
November 2005. Cotter continued to ship ore from the JID-8 Mine in 2006, and additional mining
activities were subsequently conducted at the mine. Further, Cotter did not place the JD-8 Mine on
standby status in November 2005, Accordingly, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE replace the
fifth sentence of paragraph 2 in section 1.2.3.4 with the following: “The first ore shipment from the
mine was made in June 2005, and production and/or ore shipments continued into 2006.”

L50-14

L50-15

L50-16

L50-17

L50-14

L50-15

L50-16

L50-17

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.
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Page 1-23, Section 1.2.3.5, Paragraph 1.

Comment. With respect to the JD-9 Mine, the third sentence of the first paragraph on page
1-23 reports “Mine production activities i 1 through N ber 2005, at which ome mining
was suspended and the mine was placed on standby status.” Cotter respectfully submits that mining
was not suspended at the JD-9 Mine in November 2005, Cotter continued to ship ore from the JD-9
Mine in 2006, and additional mining activitics were conducted at the mine in 2011, The Division also
regulated the mine as intermittently active up to December 15, 2012, Further, Cotter did not place the
JD-9 Mine on standby status in November 2005. Accordingly, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE
replace the third sentence of the first paragraph on page 1-23 with the following: “The mine
continued to produce and/or ship ore into 2006.”

Page 1-23, Section 1.2.3.6, Paragraph 3.

Comment. With respect to the SR-11 Mine, the third and fourth sentences of paragraph
three in section 1.2.3.6 report “Mine development work [at the SR-11 Mine] began almost immediately
and continued through November 2005, at which time mining activities were suspended and the mine
was placed on standby status. At that time, the decline had been advanced approximately 250 ft (76
m).” Cotter respectfully submits that mining activities were not suspended at the SR-11 Mine in
November 2005. Mining activities were conducted at the mine in 2010 and 2011, and the mine was
regulated as intermittently active up to December 15, 2012, Cotter also did not place the SR-11 Mine
on standby status in November 2005. Further, as of November 2005, the decline at the SR-11 Mine
had been advanced approximately 300 feet. Accordingly, to provide a more complete summary of
mining activity at the SR-11 Mine, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE replace the third and fourth
sentences of pamgraph three in section 1.2.3.6 with the following: “Mine development work began
almost immediately and continued through November 2005, At that tme, the decline had been
advanced approximately 300 feet.”

Page 1-27, Section 1.2.3.8, Paragraph 2.

Comment. With respect to the SM-18 Mine, the sixth and seventh sentences of paragraph
two in section 1.2.3.8 report “The mine was placed on standby status and remained so until October
2000. At that time, Cotter submitted a reclamation plan for a portion of its mining operations on
Lease Tract 18" To provide a more complete summary of mining activity at the SM-18 Mine, Cotter
respectfully requests that DOE replace the sixth and seventh sentences of paragraph two in section
1.2.3.8 with the following: “The mine was placed on standby status and remained so until 1990 when
its permit status was revised to intermittently active. In October 2000, Cotter submitted a reclamation
plan for a portion of its mining operations on Lease Tract 18.”

Page 1-27, Section 1.2.3.8, Paragraph 3.
Comment. The fourth sentence of paragraph three in section 1.2.3.8 reports “Mining [at the

SM-18 Mine] was suspended in November 2005 and the mine was placed on standby status.” Cotter
respectfully submits that mining activity was not suspended at the 5M-18 Mine in November 2005.

L50-18

L50-19

L50-20

L50-21

L50-18

L50-19

L50-20

L50-21

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.
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Cotter continued to produce and/or ship ore from the mine in 2006, and additional mining actvities
were conducted at the mine in 2011, The Division has also regulated the mine as itermittently active
into 2013. Further, Cotter did not place the SM-18 Mine on standby status in November 2005,
Accordingly, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE replace the fourth sentence of paragraph 3 in
section 1,2.3.8 with the following: “These shipments of lease tract ore from the mine continued into
2006."

Chapter 2
Page 2-19, Section 2.2.1, Note b.

Comment. The first sentence of note b on page 2-19 reports “In early November 2005,
when the mine on Lease Tract 11 was shut down, Cotter Corporation had disturbed just less than 5
acres (2 ha) and had advanced the decline approximately 330 ft (100 m).” Cotter respectfully submits
that mining activities were not shut down at the SR-11 Mine in November 2005, Mining activities
were conducted at the mine in 2010 and 2011, and the mine was regulated as intermittently active up
to December 15, 2012, Further, as of November 2005, the decline at the SR-11 Mine had been
advanced approximately 300 feet. Accordingly, to provide a more complete summary of mining
activity at the SR-11 Mine, Cotter respectfully requests that DOE replace the first sentence of note b
with the following: “In early November 2005, when construction of the decline was temporanly
suspended, Cotter Corporation had disturbed just less than 5 acres (2 ha) and had advanced the
decline approximately 300 ft (91 m).”

Page 2-48, Scction 2.4.6.4, Parageaph 2.

Comment. This paragraph reports that ULP activities under Alternative 3 “are likely to
adversely affect” and “would likely adversely affect” the Colomdo River endangered fish species and
their crtical habitat. These statements appear to be inconsistent with pages 2-65, 4-133 to 4-135, and
4-144, which report that ULP activities under Alternative 3 “are not likely to adversely affect” the
Colorado River endangered fish species and their critical habitat. Please clarify DOE's position on
this issue.

Page 2-65, Table 2.4-7.

Comment. The summary of Alternative 3's impacts on “Threatened, Endangered, and
Sensitive Species” reports that “ULP activities under Alternative 3 may affect, but are not likely to
adversely affect, the Colorado River endangered fish species and their critical habitat.™ As explained
above, DOE’s statement appears to be inconsistent with DOE's statements on page 2-48, section
2.4.6.4, paragraph 2, which report that ULP activities under Alternative 3 “are likely to adversely
effect” and “would likely adversely affect” the Colorado River endangered fish species and their
critical habitat. Please clarify DOE"s position on this issue.

L50-21
(Cont.)

L50-22

L50-23

L50-24

L50-22

L50-23

L50-24

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

PEIS text has been revised in the pertinent sections in Chapter 2 and 4 consistent with the BA
and BO ( see Appendix E for the BA and BO).

See response to L50-23.
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Chapter 3
Page 3-189, Section 3.7.4.1, Table 3.7-5.

Comment. The permit status of the LP-21, JD-9, JD-7, JD-6, SR-13A, SR-11, JD-7 Pit, and
JD-8 Mines has recently changed to temporary cessation. By order dated May 7, 2013, the Colorado
Mined Land Reclamation Board (*MLRB") accepted Cotter's Notices of Temporary Cessation for the
LP-21, JD-9, JD-7 (includes JD-7 Pit and JD-7 Underground), JD-6, SR-134, and SR-11 Mines. On
May 15, 2013, the MLRB accepted Cotter’s Notice of Temporary Cessation for the JD-8 Mine.

Chapterd
Page 4-170, Section 4.3.11.2, Paragraph 1.
Comment. The tenth and el h es in paragraph one of section 4.3.11.2 report “Of

the lease tracts that would continue under Alternative 3, eight (5,6, 7, 8,9, 11, 13, and 18) have
existing permitted mines. There are nine mines in these eight tracts.” Cotter respectfully submits that
lease tracts 13A, 21, and 25 also have existing permitted mines. While land has been reclaimed at
those mines, Cotter’s reclamation permits for the SR-13A Mine, LP-21 Mine, and CM-25 Mine are
effective and in good standing with the Division.

Also, the thirteenth sentence of section 4.3.11.2 reports “At three lease tracts (13A, 21, and
25), exploratory drilling has been completed and land has been reclaimed, but there are no permitted
mines." For the reason discussed above, the clause “but there are no permitted mines" should be
deleted from DOE's statement.

Page 4-170, Section 4.3.11.2.1, Paragraph 1.

Comment. The third sentence of this section reports “The eight lease tracts with existing
permitted mines are already served by access roads.” This sentence appears to exclude lease tracts
13A, 21, and 25, and should be revised to include those lease tracts.

Also, the sixth sentence of this section reports “The remaining four lease tracts (134, 15, 21,
and 25) have been subjected to exploratory drilling and past mining but lack permitted mines.” This
sentence should be revised to reflect that lease tracts 13A, 21, and 25 have permitted mines.

Page 4-171, Section 4.3.11.2.2, Paragraph 1.

Comment. The first sentence of this section reports “As discussed above, mines already exist
in eight of the lease tracts that could continue under Alternative 3, whereas only exploration and past
mining has occurred in the remaining three lease tracts,” This sentence should be revised to reflect
that lease tracts 13A, 21, and 25 have permitted mines.

L50-25

L50-26

L50-27

L50-28

L50-25

L50-26

L50-27

L50-28

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment

This section of the PEIS has been revised per comment.
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III.  SUMMARY

For all the above reasons, Cotter supports DOE's continuation of the Uranium Leasing
Program. Of the alternatives presented in the Draft PEIS, Cotter also supports Alternative 4 as the
final preferred alternative for the ULP, Further, Cotter's EPPs and related plans and studies support
DOFE’s expectation that the compliance s, mitigation and best 2
practices identified in the Draft PEIS will minimize or reduce the potential impacts identified in the
Draft PEIS.

If DOE has any questions regarding these comments, please call me at 303-866-0645.
Sincerely yours,
Jlu T Tetehier—
Robert Tuchman

enclosures

L50-29

L50-29

DOE notes Cotter Corporation’s support of Alternative 4 which is DOE’s preferred alternative
identified in this PEIS. The EPPs prepared by Cotter Corporation have been reviewed and
information from them incorporated into the site- or lease tract-specific evaluation and
discussion included in this PEIS.
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July 1,2013

Mr. Ray Plieness

DOE PEIS Manager

Office of Legacy Management
U.S. Department of Energy
11025 Dover Street, Suite 1000
Westminster, CO 80021

RE: ULP Draft PEIS

Dear Mr. Plieness,

This letter is being written on behalf of the Curecanti Medical Society, which
represents over B0 physicians in the Montrose County area. It has come to our
attention that further uranium mining is being considered for Montrose County, and
the health risks of such an endeavor outweigh any benefits from a medical
standpoint. It is more prudent medically to create jobs in other industries, especially
renewable energy such as solar, wind, and geothermal, than to further develop
nuclear power.

Uranium mining poses a grave danger to its workers, particularly if these workers
smaoke tobacco. The combination of uranium dust and smoking intensifies the risk of
lung cancer tremendously. Furthermore, despite the best efforts made to control
radioactive contamination at the site, accidents happen and the breach of
containment over time is very possible. This would threaten groundwater, leading
to increased risks of many cancers including thyroid especially. Radiation
exposures are cumulative, and the community members will take any increased
radiation exposure with them, sometimes not leading to lymphoma and leukemia
for decades after the injury. Furthermore, radioactive contamination increases the
risk of birth defects and genetic abnormalities, threatening the unborn in their
developmental stages. Nuclear power plants have their own risks as recently
witnessed in japan at the Fukushima site, especially for those living downwind.

We oppose any mining of uranium as a result. We would suggest that the County
Commissioners attract cleaner industries to our area that will not threaten our local
environment for decades or even centuries to come. Solar and wind energy are
inexhaustible resources for power generation and should be utilized. More jobs
would be created over the long term in renewable energy industries than uranium
mining, and the health of the workers as well as other members of the community
both near and far would be protected as a result.

Best regards,

Patrick D. 0'Meara, DO
President, Curecanti Medical Society, Montrose Memorial Hospital
800 S 3rd St, Montrose, CO 81401, 970-249-636

1L45-2

1L45-3

L45-1

L45-2

L45-3

The evaluation of the use of the ULP land for development of solar energy or renewable
energy is outside the scope of the PEIS and is not consistent with the “Purpose and Need”
discussed in Section 1.4 of the PEIS. However, surface use of a majority of the ULP land for
such purposes is not excluded by the ULP Program. Although out of scope in this PEIS, DOE
oversees numerous programs that are investigating and supporting a wide variety of energy
production technologies, including many based on renewable sources.

Controls are in place to mitigate health impacts on uranium mine workers. The PEIS evaluated
potential risk to workers and members of the general public (on-site recreationist and off-site
residents). This evaluation made use of state-of-the-art models and health science information
recommended by the EPA to estimate the radon emission rates associated with mining
operations and the primary health risks of concern, the latent life-time cancer risks, for such
evaluations. DOE’s analysis likely overestimates human health impacts because the emission
estimates were based on conservative assumptions that would yield higher radiation exposures.
The results discussed in the PEIS indicate that for the peak year scenarios described in the
PEIS, when conducted in compliance with applicable regulatory requirements, the identified
mitigation measures can be implemented in a manner that is protective of human health and the
environment.

See response to L45-1.
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Department of the Interior, Commenter ID No. L38

United States Department of the Interior E}‘
N

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
Office of Environmental Policy and Compliance TAKE PRIDE"
Denver Federal Center, Building 67, Room 118 INAMERICA

Post Office Box 25007 (D-108)
Denver, Colorado 80225-0007

T REFLY REFER TO

May 29, 2013

9043.1
ER 13/157

Raymond Plieness

ULP PEIS Document Manager

U.S. Department of Energy, Office of Legacy Management
11025 Dover Street, Suite 1000

Westminster, CO 80021

RE: Draft Programmatic Envirc | Impact S (DPEIS) Department of Energy (DOE),
Uranium Leasing Program Programmatic Envirc 1 Impact (Draft ULP PEIS)
(DOE/EIS-0472D), Mesa, Montrose, and San Miguel Counties, Colorado

Dear Mr Plieness:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the subject document and offers the following
comments for your consideration.

The U.S, Fish and Wildlife Service has no comments on the document, and advises that their
concerns will be addressed through the Endangered Species Act consultation process.

The Bureau of Land Management has already provided a number of technical/editonial

comments directly in their capacity as a cooperating agency. These comments are hereby
incorporated into the Department of the Interior’s comments.

Sincerely,

et ¥ ek

Robert F. Stewart
Regional Environmental Officer

L38-1

L38-1

Comment noted. DOE appreciates the effort by DOI as a cooperating agency for the ULP PEIS
process. See L33-1 to L33-5 for BLM comments and responses.
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Dolores River Coalition, Commenter ID No. L46

The Dolores River Coalition

July 1,2013
Ray Plieness, PEIS Document Manager
Office of Legacy Management
U5, Department of Energy
11025 Dover Street, Suite 1000
Westminister, CO 80021

Sent via email to: ulpeis@anl.gov
ATTN: DOE ULP Draft PEIS Comments
Dear Mr. Plieness:

The Dolores River Coalition is a group of eighteen local, regional, state, and national groups
working for comprehensive management and protections in the Dolores River Corridor
and watershed. Uniting our coalition is our shared-principle that the Dolores River Basin is
a unique national resource with significant ecological systems, cultural values, and
recreational opportunities. Included in this letter are the coalition’s general and coll